This study evaluated the effectiveness of prison-based educational programming by examining the effects of obtaining secondary and postsecondary degrees on recidivism and post-release employment outcomes among offenders released from Minnesota prisons between 2007 and 2008. Obtaining a secondary degree in prison significantly increased the odds of securing post-release employment but did not have a significant effect on recidivism or other employment measures such as hourly wage, total hours worked, or total wages earned. Earning a post-secondary degree in prison, however, was associated with greater number of hours worked, higher overall wages, and less recidivism.
Most offenders in Minnesota state prisons will eventually re-enter society, but more than one third of those offenders will be convicted of a new felony offense within 3 years of release (Minnesota Department of Corrections [MnDOC], 2013) . Because incarceration disproportionately affects the young and the under-educated, many released offenders lack the education and basic job skills it takes to reintegrate back into society (Tolbert, 2012; Western, Kling, & Weiman, 2001) . Formerly incarcerated men are employed an average of 9 fewer weeks per year than men who have never been incarcerated (Western & Pettit, 2010) . They also earn 11% less per hour and about 40% less per year. Besides slashing potential earnings, a history of incarceration stifles upward economic mobility (Western & Pettit, 2010) . Thus, prisonbased education and career training may be a key component of successful prisoner reentry.
Educational programming is currently available in all Minnesota state correctional facilities, and more than 9,000 inmates were enrolled in educational programming between July 2011 and June 2012 (MnDOC, 2013) . The prominence of education in prisons is likely due to the well-documented relationship between low educational achievement and antisocial behaviors. Several studies have linked poor academic performance among adolescents to juvenile delinquency and future offending, although the direction of the causal relationship remains unclear (e.g., Farrington, 2005; Hagan & McCarthy, 1997; Huizinga, Loeber, Thornberry, & Cothern, 2000; Maguin & Loeber, 1996; Moffitt, 1993) . A large proportion of adult offenders lack a GED or high school (HS) diploma (Harlow, 2003) .
Although corrections administrators usually value educational programming (Adams et al., 1994) , these programs require funding from prison budgets that have not kept pace with growing prison populations and operations costs. Despite the fourfold increase in corrections spending between 1987 and 2007 (Pew Center on the States, 2008), corrections departments are being forced to eliminate non-essential services, such as educational programming (Lillis, 1994) . Moreover, legislatures are reluctant to allocate education funds to this unpopular demographic, as evidenced by the elimination of Pell grants for prisoners (Batiuk, Lahm, McKeever, Wilcox, & Wilcox, 2005; Tewksbury & Taylor, 1996) .
Policy makers and the general public may view prison educational programming as a waste of tax dollars to an undeserving population, but these programs may offer public safety benefits and future savings in corrections spending. If participation in prison education programs reduces recidivism, the public is safer and future inmate populations could be reduced. Moreover, by increasing employment opportunities for offenders, states can increase tax revenues.
Given the current high rates of unemployment in the United States, educational achievement and career training for offenders may be more important than ever. Unemployment rates appear to directly correspond with levels of education. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2012), the unemployment rate is highest for individuals who have less than an HS diploma (12.5% as of April 2012), and lowest for individuals who hold a bachelor's degree or higher (4% as of April 2012). With or without educational attainment, the employment prospects of offenders are already weak. A felony record diminishes the likelihood of future employment (Berstein & Houston, 2000) , and many offenders have unstable work histories (Visher et al., 2004) .
The Present Study
This research examines correctional education programming by analyzing the effects of earning secondary and post-secondary degrees in prison on recidivism and post-release employment. Offenders in this study were released from Minnesota prisons between 2007 and 2008. Propensity score matching (PSM) was used to reduce observable selection bias. Recidivism and post-release employment data were collected through the end of 2010.
The MnDOC mandates educational programming for all offenders who do not have at least a GED or HS diploma. Completion of a GED/HS diploma is required for employment within MnDOC facilities. MnDOC's overall educational goal is to not only ensure that all offenders have at least a GED/HS diploma on release, but to also prepare inmates for enrollment in post-secondary education. On intake into prison, MnDOC staff verifies whether new inmates hold a GED/HS diploma by contacting the diploma-granting institution. New inmates also take the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE). Based on GED/HS diploma status and TABE scores, inmates are directed into secondary or post-secondary education programs.
In the ensuing section, we review existing research on prison-based educational programming. Next, we discuss the data and methods used in this study. We then conclude by discussing the implications of the results for correctional policy and practice.
Prior Research on Prison Educational Programming
Although existing research has evaluated the effects of prison education programs on post-release outcomes, the results of these studies have been mixed, and many suffer from methodological shortcomings (Batiuk et al., 2005; Cho & Tyler, 2010) . For example, in their evaluation of the effects of correctional education programs on recidivism in three states (including Minnesota), Steurer, Smith, and Tracy (2003) found that offenders who participated in educational programs while imprisoned had lower rates of recidivism. However, the authors of this study failed to differentiate between types of educational programs (i.e., secondary and post-secondary), use multivariate analyses to control for other relevant factors, or construct a suitable comparison group. Similarly, although Lockwood, Nally, Ho, and Knutson (2012) reported in their recent evaluation that prison education and post-release employment reduced recidivism, their non-experimental design lacked a comparison group. Furthermore, the study did not include important controls such as prior criminal history or participation in other prison programming.
In one of the earliest and most notable reviews of research on correctional programming, Martinson (1974) and Lipton, Martinson, and Wilks (1975) found that prison education programs could be effective but were of limited value. While many observers assumed that offenders were incapable of achieving academic success (Adams et al., 1994 ), Martinson's and Lipton et al.'s reviews of prison education program evaluations revealed that offenders were willing to participate in these programs. So long as the teachers and offenders were invested, prison education programs could improve academic performance among prisoners but were not found to have a significant effect on recidivism.
Although the authors (Lipton et al., 1975; Martinson, 1974) claimed they reviewed only the most rigorous program evaluations (e.g., they included treatment and control groups, had clearly defined and measurable outcomes), other researchers have questioned whether the studies they included could be expected to have reliable results due to implementation issues (Gottfredson, 1979; Palmer, 1978; Van Voorhis & Brown, 1996; Wholey, 1979) . More recent meta-analyses of prison education research have produced promising results, although the effect sizes are usually modest. Adams et al.'s (1994) review of more than 90 studies on prison education programs revealed that prison education reduces the likelihood of recidivism, especially for offenders with the largest education deficits. Aos, Miller, and Drake (2006) found that basic adult education programs in prison reduced recidivism by more than 5%, and prison-based vocational programs reduced recidivism by more than 12% (based on the results of 3 studies). Wilson, Gallagher, and MacKenzie's (2000) meta-analysis of 33 evaluations of prison-based education programs showed modest increases in post-release employment and reductions in recidivism for participants.
The above meta-analyses produced positive findings, but not all of the reviewed studies looked at pre-college, vocational, and college-level educational programs separately. Also, not all of the studies looked at both recidivism and post-release employment outcomes. Individual studies of precollege prison education have produced mixed results.
In a recent study, Cho and Tyler (2010) examined recidivism and postrelease employment outcomes among more than 13,137 released offenders who participated in Adult Basic Education (ABE) programs while in Florida prisons. ABE participation did not have a significant effect on recidivism, but it did significantly improve post-release employment outcomes. The authors found differences between offenders who chose to stay in ABE classes and those who voluntarily dropped out. Offenders who chose to complete ABE classes tended to come from disadvantaged backgrounds. Compared with all ABE participants, offenders who completed ABE classes did not fare much better in the job market. However, when comparing ABE completers to ABE participants who were involuntarily removed, the completers were able to work longer hours for higher wages after release from prison. Cho and Tyler (2010) also found that post-release earnings were especially improved when ABE classes were completed without interruption and when the offenders pursued GED diplomas. The authors reported that the average ABE participant earned nearly US$600 more per year than ABE dropouts in the second year after release. Anderson (1995) found that GED diploma programs reduced the likelihood of recidivism in a 2-year follow-up of more than 18,000 offenders released from Ohio prisons in 1992. Participation in ABE programs, however, did not significantly affect the likelihood of recidivism. Anderson also found that the negative effects of GED diploma programs on recidivism were greater for certain groups. Males, younger offenders, African Americans, offenders with no prior history of incarceration, and offenders who committed less serious offenses benefitted the most from involvement in GED programs. ABE programs benefited females more than males, older offenders more than younger offenders, prisoners with a limited history of incarceration more than those with length incarceration histories, and inmates serving longer sentences more than those serving shorter sentences.
Using the same sample of 18,000 offenders released from Ohio prisons, Anderson (1995) found that college-level academic programs and vocational training significantly reduced recidivism, especially for certain groups. Females, younger offenders, persons incarcerated for drug or non-violent offenses, and offenders with no prior history of incarceration benefited the most from college-level academic training.
In a more recent analysis on the effects of college-level prison educational programming, Batiuk and colleagues (2005) found that college-level academic programming significantly reduced the likelihood of recidivism. Not only did college-level programming have the strongest effect on recidivism, but it was also the only type of educational programming that had a significant effect in an analysis that also included HS and GED programming and vocational training.
One common criticism of educational program evaluations is that researchers fail to explain the connection between prison education and recidivism (Batiuk, Moke, & Rountree, 1997) . One theory is that prison educational achievement increases the likelihood of employment, which in turn decreases the likelihood of recidivism. Post-release employment keeps offenders occupied and provides them with a disincentive to engage in offending. Batiuk et al. (1997) provided support for this explanation. The authors found that post-release employment mediated the relationship between college-level educational programming in prison and a reduction in recidivisms. Collegelevel educational programming in prison increased the likelihood of postrelease employment, which in turn decreased the likelihood of recidivism.
Data and Method
This study uses a retrospective quasi-experimental design to determine whether the completion of prison-based educational programming has had an impact on recidivism and post-release employment. The effectiveness of educational programming was evaluated by comparing recidivism and employment outcomes between offenders who earned secondary (GED or HS diploma) or post-secondary degrees (e.g., associates degrees and diplomas/ certificates from career/technical programs) in prison and matched comparison groups of prisoners who did not earn educational degrees while incarcerated.
The population for this study contained 9,394 individual offenders released from Minnesota prisons between January 2007 and December 2008. This 2-year period was selected because individual-level employment data on Minnesota prisoners did not first become available until 2007. In addition, to allow a sufficient follow-up period for the recidivism and employment analyses, this study includes offenders released through 2008.
Of the 9,394 offenders, 38% (3,582) entered prison without a secondary degree (i.e., GED or HS diploma). Of these offenders, 1,212 (33%) earned a secondary degree in prison. To estimate the effects of earning a secondary degree on recidivism and employment, we used PSM to individually match offenders who earned a GED or HS diploma in prison with a comparison group of offenders released from prison without a secondary degree.
We examined the impact of earning a post-secondary degree on recidivism and employment by using PSM to individually match offenders who obtained a post-secondary degree in prison with a comparison group of prisoners with a secondary degree who did not earn a post-secondary degree while incarcerated. Among the 9,394 offenders released from prison during the 2007-2008 period, 62% (5,812) had a secondary degree at the time of their most recent admission to prison. Of the 5,812 offenders, 545 earned a post-secondary degree in prison. In addition, there were 148 offenders who obtained both a secondary degree and a post-secondary degree in prison prior to their release to the community. The PSM analyses that examine the effects of earning a post-secondary degree thus include the 693 offenders who earned this type of degree in prison with 5,267 offenders admitted to prison with a secondary degree but were released without obtaining a post-secondary degree.
Dependent Variables
As discussed above, two main outcome measures-recidivism and postrelease employment-were used to assess the effectiveness of educational programming. The following section discusses how each outcome measure was operationalized.
Recidivism. In this study, recidivism was defined as a (a) rearrest, (b) reconviction, (c) reincarceration for a new sentence, or (d) supervision revocation for a technical violation. It is important to emphasize that the first three recidivism variables strictly measure new criminal offenses. In contrast, technical violation revocations (the fourth measure) represent a broader measure of rule-breaking behavior. Offenders can have their supervision revoked for violating the conditions of their supervised release. Because these violations can include activity that may not be criminal in nature (e.g., use of alcohol, failing a community-based treatment program, failure to maintain agent contact, failure to follow curfew, etc.), technical violation revocations do not necessarily measure reoffending.
Recidivism data were collected on offenders through December 31, 2010. Considering that offenders in this study were released between 2007 and 2008, the follow-up time for the offenders examined in this study ranged from 24 to 36 months. Data on arrests and convictions were obtained electronically from the Minnesota Bureau of Criminal Apprehension. Reincarceration and revocation data were derived from the Correctional Operations Management System (COMS) database maintained by the MnDOC. The main limitation with using these data is that they measure only arrests, convictions, or incarcerations that took place in Minnesota. As a result, the findings presented later likely underestimate the true recidivism rates for the offenders examined here.
Post-release employment. Data on post-release employment were obtained from the Minnesota Department of Employee and Economic Development (DEED). The main caveat with using these data is that it does not capture any labor (or compensation for that labor) not reported to DEED, which can occur in situations where employees are paid "under the table" for their labor. Still, the DEED data provide important information not only on whether offenders obtained employment, but also on how much they worked and the extent to which they were compensated. Because the employment data are compiled on a quarterly basis, information was not available on the specific date(s) when offenders entered and/or exited a job. As a result, the post-release employment measures included (a) any employment (dichotomized as "1" for employment and "0" for no employment), (b) total number of hours worked, (c) total wages earned, and (d) hourly wage.
Educational Programming Variables
The main objective of this evaluation is to determine whether prison-based educational programming has had an impact on recidivism and post-release employment. For the secondary degree variable, offenders who earned a GED or HS degree in prison were assigned a value of "1," whereas those in the comparison group received a value of "0." For the post-secondary degree variable, offenders who earned this type of degree were given a value of "1," whereas those in the comparison group were assigned a value of "0."
Independent Variables
The independent, or control, variables included in the statistical models were those that were not only available in the COMS database but also might theoretically have an impact on recidivism and post-release employment. A description of the covariates used in the statistical models can be found in Table 1 .
PSM
PSM is a method that estimates the conditional probability of selection to a particular treatment or group given a vector of observed covariates (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1985) . The predicted probability of selection is typically generated by estimating a logistic regression model in which selection (0 = no selection; 1 = selection) is the dependent variable whereas the predictor variables consist of those that theoretically have an impact on the selection process. Once estimated, the propensity scores are then used to match individuals who received educational degrees with those who did not. Thus, an advantage with using PSM is that it can simultaneously "balance" multiple covariates on the basis of a single composite score. PSM reduces selection bias by creating a counterfactual estimate of what would have happened to offenders had they not earned a secondary or postsecondary degree. PSM has several limitations, however, that are worth noting. First, and foremost, because propensity scores are based on observed covariates, PSM is not robust against "hidden bias" from unmeasured variables that are associated with both the assignment to treatment and the outcome variable. Second, there must be substantial overlap among propensity scores between the two groups for PSM to be effective (Shadish, Cook, & Campbell, 2002) ; otherwise, the matching process will yield incomplete or inexact matches. Finally, as Rubin (1997) pointed out, PSM tends to work best with large samples.
Although somewhat limited by the data available, an attempt was made to address potential concerns over unobserved bias by including as many theoretically relevant covariates (22) In addition, this study later demonstrates there was substantial overlap in propensity scores between the treated and untreated offenders. Furthermore, the sample size limitation was addressed by assembling a large number of cases on which to conduct the propensity score analyses.
Matching for secondary degree. Propensity scores were calculated for the 1,212 offenders who earned a secondary degree in prison and the 2,370 prisoners in the comparison group pool by estimating a logistic regression model in which the dependent variable was obtaining a secondary degree. The predictors were the 22 control variables used in the statistical analyses (see Table 1 ). Even though the difference in mean propensity score between both groups was statistically significant at the .01 level (see Table 2 ), there was substantial overlap in propensity scores. Indeed, the vast majority of offenders in both groups (87% for secondary degree and 98% for those without a secondary degree) had propensity scores less than 0.80. After obtaining propensity scores for the 3,582 offenders, a greedy matching procedure was used to match the offenders who earned a secondary degree in prison with those who did not. Using a relatively narrow caliper of 0.10, matches were found for 910 (75%) of the 1,212 offenders who earned a secondary degree in prison. Table 2 presents the covariate and propensity score means for both groups prior to matching ("total") and after matching ("matched"). In addition to tests of statistical significance ("t-test, p-value") , Table 2 provides a measure ("Bias") developed by Rosenbaum and Rubin (1985) that quantifies the amount of bias between the treatment and comparison samples (i.e., standardized mean difference between samples), where X t and S t 2 represent the sample mean and variance for the treated offenders and X c and S c 2 represent the sample mean and variance for the untreated offenders. If the value of this statistic exceeds 20, the covariate is considered to be unbalanced (Rosenbaum & Rubin, 1985) .
As shown in Table 2 , the matching procedure reduced the bias in propensity scores between both groups by 96%. Whereas the p-value was .00 in the unmatched sample, it was .29 in the matched sample. In the unmatched sample, there were nine covariates that were significantly imbalanced (i.e., the bias values exceeded 20). But in the matched sample, covariate balance was achieved given that no covariates had bias values greater than 20. Matching for post-secondary degree. Propensity scores were calculated for the 693 offenders who earned a post-secondary degree in prison and the 5,267 prisoners in the comparison group pool by estimating a logistic regression model in which the dependent variable was obtaining a post-secondary degree (see Table 1 ). Similar to the analyses for secondary degree, there was substantial overlap in propensity scores (i.e., 96% of those in the post-secondary group had scores lower than 0.60 compared with 99% in the comparison group pool). After calculating propensity scores for the 5,960 offenders, the greedy matching procedure was used, once again, to match the offenders who earned a post-secondary degree in prison with those who did not. Using the same caliper of 0.10, matches were found for all 693 offenders who earned a post-secondary degree in prison. Table 3 presents the covariate and propensity score means for both groups prior to matching ("total") and after matching ("matched").
As shown in Table 3 , the matching procedure reduced the bias in propensity scores between post-secondary and comparison group offenders by 98%. In the unmatched sample, there were five covariates that were significantly imbalanced. In the matched sample, however, none of the covariates had bias values greater than 20.
Analytical Procedures
In analyzing recidivism, survival analysis models are preferable in that they utilize time-dependent data, which are important in determining not only whether offenders recidivate but also when they recidivate. As a result, this study uses a Cox regression model, which uses both "time" and "status" variables in estimating the impact of the independent variables on recidivism. For the analyses presented here, the "time" variable measures the amount of time from the date of release until the date of first rearrest, reconviction, reincarceration, technical violation revocation, or December 31, 2010, for those who did not recidivate. The "status" variable, meanwhile, measures whether an offender recidivated (rearrest, reconviction, reincarceration for a new crime, and technical violation revocation) during the period in which she or he was at risk to recidivate. In the analyses presented below, Cox regression models were estimated for each of the four recidivism measures.
As noted above, the DEED data are compiled on a quarterly basis and, thus, do not provide information on the specific date(s) when offenders entered and/or exited employment. Because employment start date information would be needed to use Cox regression, multiple logistic regression was used to assess the impact of educational programming on obtaining employment. Considering that logistic regression assumes the lengths of follow-up periods do not vary among offenders, the follow-up period was capped at 24 months, or eight quarters, for all offenders (i.e., for the most recently released offenders, eight was the maximum number of quarters for which DEED data were available). Because the remaining employment variables (total numbers of hours worked, total wages earned, and hourly wage) were ratio-level measures, ordinary least squares (OLS) regression was used to estimate the impact of educational programming on these three outcomes.
Results
In Table 4 , we present recidivism and post-release employment results for offenders who earned secondary and post-secondary degrees in prison as well as for those in the comparison groups. Offenders who obtained a secondary degree had the same rearrest rate as prisoners in the comparison group, although they had slightly lower rates of reconviction and reincarceration for a felony offense. Secondary degree offenders had a higher technical violation revocation rate, however, than those in the comparison group. Offenders who earned a post-secondary degree in prison had lower rates of recidivism than their comparison group counterparts for all four measures. Post-release employment data show that 60% of offenders who earned secondary degrees in prison found employment within the first 2 years compared with 50% in the comparison group. The employment rate for offenders who earned post-secondary degrees (71%) was slightly higher than that of the prisoners in the comparison group (68%). Offenders in both educational degree groups fared better than their comparison group counterparts regarding total hours worked and total wages earned. Among offenders who obtained employment, those who obtained a secondary degree had a lower hourly wage than their counterparts in the comparison group. There was no difference in hourly wage, however, for offenders who earned a post-secondary degree in prison and those in the comparison group. These findings suggest that obtaining educational degrees in prison may have an impact on the outcomes measured, particularly post-release employment. It is possible, however, that the observed recidivism and employment differences are due to other factors such as time at risk, prior criminal history, discipline history, or post-release supervision. To statistically control for the impact of these other factors on reoffending, Cox regression models were estimated for each of the four recidivism measures. In addition, logistic and OLS regression models were estimated to assess the impact on post-release employment.
The Impact of Education on Recidivism
The results in Table 5 indicate that, controlling for the effects of the other independent variables in the statistical model, obtaining a secondary degree in prison did not have a significant effect on any of the four recidivism measures. It is worth noting, however, that although the effect for new offense reincarceration was not statistically significant at the .05 level, it did approach statistical significance (p = .06). The results also showed that the hazard ratio was significantly greater for all four recidivism measures for males, minority offenders, younger offenders, offenders with more prior supervision failures and convictions, offenders with a metro-area county of commitment, offenders with shorter lengths of stay in prison, and those who incurred institutional discipline convictions.
The results in Table 5 also suggest that, net of the effects of the other predictors in the model, earning a post-secondary degree in prison significantly decreased the risk of reoffending, lowering the hazard by 14% for rearrest, 16% for reconviction, and 24% for new offense reincarceration. Obtaining a post-secondary degree did not have a significant impact on technical violation revocations, although this finding approached statistical significance (p = .13).
Many of the significant predictors in the secondary degree analyses presented in Table 5 were also significant for the post-secondary degree analyses. Metro-area county of commit, however, was not a significant predictor in Note. SD = secondary degree; PSD = post-secondary degree; HR = hazard ratio; CD = chemical dependency; ISR = intensive supervised release; CIP = Challenge Incarceration Program. *p < .05. **p < .01.
any of the models. In addition, intensive supervised release (ISR), work release, and participation in the Challenge Incarceration Program (CIP) lowered the risk of recidivism.
The Impact of Education on Post-Release Employment
The results from the logistic regression models, which are shown in Table 6 , reveal that obtaining a secondary degree in prison significantly increased the chances of securing employment within the first 2 years after release from prison by 59%. The odds of finding a job were significantly greater for younger offenders, probation violators, chemical dependency (CD) treatment participants, offenders released to ISR, offenders placed on work release, CIP participants, and those with an earlier release year. The odds were significantly less, however, for those with a metro-area county of commit.
The results also show that earning a post-secondary degree in prison did not significantly increase the odds of finding post-release employment. Similar to the results for obtaining a secondary degree, the odds of finding employment were greater for younger offenders, CD treatment participants, offenders placed on work release and those with an earlier release year. The chances of securing post-release employment were significantly less for male offenders, drug offenders, and those with institutional discipline convictions.
As shown in Table 7 , obtaining a secondary degree did not have a significant effect on total hours worked, total wages earned, or hourly wage. The results further show that post-release employment was negatively associated with male offenders (hourly wage), minority offenders (total hours and total wages), prior convictions (total wages), metro commit (total hours), institutional discipline (total hours), and release year (total hours and total wages). Employment was positively associated, however, with felony driving while intoxicated (DWI) offenders (total wages), offenders placed on ISR (total hours and total wages), offenders placed on work release (all three measures), and CIP participants (total hours and wages).
In Table 7 , the findings suggest that although earning a post-secondary degree did not have a significant impact on hourly wage, it significantly increased total hours worked and wages earned. Compared with those in the comparison group, offenders who obtained a post-secondary degree worked 176 more hours in the follow-up period, net of the effects of the control variables in the model. Moreover, controlling for the other covariates, these offenders earned US$2,649 more in wages during the follow-up period than comparison group offenders.
Similar to results presented for secondary degree, post-release employment was negatively associated with male offenders (total hours), minority offenders (all three measures), younger offenders (hourly wage), prior convictions (total hours and total wages), property offenders (total hours), institutional discipline convictions (all three measures), and release year (all three measures). Conversely, employment was positively related to longer lengths of stay in prison (all three measures), ISR (total hours), work release (all three measures), and participation in CIP (total hours and hourly wage).
Conclusion
The results reported here suggest that earning a secondary degree in prison significantly improves an offender's chances of securing post-release employment. Although obtaining a secondary degree may help offenders "get their foot in the door" with employers, it does not necessarily lead to better pay or more consistent employment. Rather, offenders who earned secondary degrees in prison did not work significantly more hours or earn higher overall wages than those in the comparison group. In contrast, earning a post-secondary degree in prison did not significantly improve an offender's odds of finding post-release employment, nor did it result in a higher hourly wage. Yet, offenders who earned these degrees in prison worked significantly more hours following their release to the community, resulting in a significant increase in total wages during the follow-up period. There are likely a few reasons why offenders who earned post-secondary degrees were more successful at maintaining employment following their release from prison. First, a secondary degree generally focuses on basic skill development, whereas a post-secondary degree is geared more toward providing students with the knowledge required to succeed within a particular field or discipline. Second, there are likely differences in the types of jobs available to secondary degree graduates versus those with a post-secondary degree. For example, offenders with post-secondary degrees may be more likely to find permanent positions that require higher levels of skill and education. Offenders with secondary degrees, however, may be more likely to find short-term, temporary employment.
Ensuring that offenders obtain employment following their release from prison is important for a number of reasons. Yet, when it comes to reducing recidivism, maintaining employment is what appears to be critical. Indeed, existing research suggests individuals are less likely to commit crime when they work more often (Uggen, 1999) . We observed that inmates who earned post-secondary degrees not only worked more hours, but they also earned more total wages, which may have reduced their economic need. Maintaining employment may also expand informal social control by giving individuals a greater stake in conformity and involvement in conventional activities, which inhibit opportunities for criminal behavior. Furthermore, associating with others who are employed increases the likelihood that offenders will develop or maintain pro-social values, beliefs, and attitudes.
Although the findings suggest that prison-based educational programming can produce positive recidivism and employment outcomes, it is worth noting the limitations with this study. First, because post-release programming data were not available, we were unable to determine whether released offenders obtained educational degrees in the community during the followup period. Second, we were also unable to control for prior work history due to the absence of pre-incarceration employment data. Still, it is important to note that earning a secondary or post-secondary degree did not have a significant effect on hourly wage, which weakens the argument that the results observed here were due to the fact that offenders who earned degrees had more impressive prior work histories than offenders in the comparison group. If true, then it would be reasonable to expect that this pre-incarceration difference, if it exists, would result in a significantly higher hourly wage for offenders who earned secondary and post-secondary degrees, which was not the case.
Despite these limitations, the results suggest, on the whole, that more emphasis should be placed on increasing offender access to post-secondary educational opportunities. This is not to say, however, that increasing the availability of post-secondary educational programming should limit offender access to secondary education. On the contrary, although we found that obtaining a secondary degree in prison did not significantly reduce recidivism, it did significantly elevate the odds of finding a job. Moreover, earning a secondary degree is critical insofar as it is a prerequisite to post-secondary educational enrollment.
Expanding the availability of post-secondary education for prisoners would be in step with the ever-increasing educational demands from employers. Compared with the population in general, released prisoners are generally at a disadvantage due not only to the educational and employment history deficits they often have, but also to the harmful effects that prior criminal history has on obtaining employment. Although obtaining a post-secondary degree will not erase the stigmatizing mark of a criminal record, it can help make offenders more competitive in the labor market.
To be sure, investing more in prisoner educational programming, especially access to post-secondary education, may prove to be more costly in the short term. Over the long run, however, this investment may produce dividends by increasing offender employment and decreasing the extent to which offenders recidivate. When released prisoners maintain employment, they contribute to local, state, and federal tax revenues. And, when offenders reoffend less often, they victimize fewer people and are less likely to consume costly criminal justice resources, especially prison.
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